Dedicated to preserving my wisdom for the ages 


REETINGS ONCE AGAIN, FELLOW ANALYSTS, and welcome to the one-year anniversary issue of my stellar publication, The 
Limbaugh Letter. We exploded out of the gare in October 1992 with 30,000 subscribers, and in wvelve months we have 
multiplied more than ten-fold: The Letter now boasts well over 350,000 subscribers. It remains the fastest-growing political 


newsletter in histoire (a little French lingo there). 


You hold in your hands a significant publication, my friends, and I want you to study it carefully, For | have devoted much of this 
newsletter to a critical analysis of the Fairness Doctrine. In the coming weeks you will be treated ro a great deal of misinformation on this 
subject — especially if you try to contact Congress. So here are the facts you need to be fully informed. Learn them, love them, live them 
Because I, Rush Limbaugh, the poster boy of free speech, am being gang muzzled. 


THE HUSH RUsH BILL 


A: YOU PEOPLE KNOW, | seldom talk about myself. And I’m 
certainly reluctant to take up precious newsletter space dis- 
cussing my business. But because this is a freedom issue, my 
friends, a matter of Constitutionally protected speech, it is of 
vital interest to every American citizen. Thus I am convinced it is 
essential to shine the light of truth on the efforts of the U.S, 
Congress to re-enact the Fairness Doctrine. 

And Congress is determined, my friends. As we go to press 
there is “fairness” legislation all over the place — ir is littering the 
hallowed halls in Washington D.C. They are churning out 
“Fairness Doctrine” bills as if, one might say, their careers 
depended on it. Now that they finally have a Democrat in the 
White House, those defenders of the public trust, those champi- 
ons of democracy, those protectors of “the little guy,” are drooling 
at the prospect of re-regulating the airwaves. 

S.3, a rider to the campaign reform bill, passed the Senate in 
June. Then there is $.333, “The Fairness in Broadcasting Act of 
1993,” sponsored by Sen. Ernest “Fritz” Hollings (D, Nc). Sen. 
Hollings, the mad dog of fairness, has been pursuing this legisla- 


tion ever since the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
suspended the Fairness Doctrine in 1987. This time, Sen, Daniel 
In-no-way (D, Hi!) and Sen, John Danforth (R, MO) have joined 
him as co-sponsors. In the House of Representatives, we have 
H.R.1985, sponsored by Rep. Bill Hefner (D, NC). Rep. John 
Dingell (D, Mi) and Rep. Ed Markey (1D, MA) are hatching yet 
another Fairness Doctrine bill (see p. 12). 


NDEED, ALL NEWS REPORTS indicate that there is “broad bi- 

partisan support” for such legislation — because after all, my 
friends, who could possibly be against fairness? Fairness is one of 
the new watchwords of this Administration (along with “diversi- 
ty’), especially when it comes to paying your fair share of taxes. 
And why is “fairness” so needed now? Because there’s too much 
conservatism out there. Remember, these are the same people 
who said that the Supreme Court needed “healing”... because it 
leaned too far to the right. 

So here is what Congress means by fairness, and I quote from 
S.333: “A broadcast licensee shall afford reasonable Opportunity 
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are hereby granted a 
great privilege: the 
opportunity to audit a 
Limbaugh Institute 
seminar on the 
Fairness Doctrine, 
chaired by my good friend and 
economic guru. Dr. Thomas W. 
Hazlett, a former FCC chief economist, 
teaches economics and public policy at 
the Unwersity of California, Davis, 
and is a man of many talents — 


and all around brilliant guy 


Rush: Why don't you give us a 
brief overview of the Fairness 
Doctrine, because you know 
it like the back of your 
hand. Let's go through this 
quickly, since you have a tendency to 
go on. I could ask you one question, 
and then thirty minutes later, ques- 
tion nwo. 


Hazlett: Forty minutes, usually. Unless you want 
me to cut it short. 


Rush: Yes, cut 

it short! Or 

we'll edit you. A 
recent Baltimore 
Sun editorial claims that 
opposition to the Fairness 
Doctrine is “paranoid fantasy.” What is the histo- 

ry of the Fairness Doctrine, why was it conceived, 
and how has it been utilized over the years? 


to censor? 





Hazlett: The Fairness Doctrine stems from the. 
federal government's history of licensing 
broadcasters, granting radio and television 
stations permission to broadcast only if they 
fulfill certain so-called “public interest obliga- 
tions.” This general regime has been in place 
since the Radio Act of 1927. There’s always been 
an implicit looking-over-your-shoulder aspect to 
licensing, but the Fairness Doctrine was not made 
explicit until 1949, when the Federal Communications 
Commission created basically a two-pronged obligation. In the 
Commission's words; “Broadcast licensees are required to provide 
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Rush: Pulling no punches, is the Fairness 
Doctrine an attempt by the government 









served by the licensees, and to provide 
a reasonable opportunity for the presen- 
tauion of contrasting viewpoints on 
such issues.” 


Rush: Tom, how did newspapers 
escape this regulation, and on what 
basis can the government regulate public airwaves? 


Hazlett: You ask exactly the right question. 
Newspapers escaped because they have never been 
licensed by the federal government; any attempt to 
impose any sort of regulation — let alone licensing 
— would be struck down by the federal courts as a 
violation of the First Amendment. But the broad- 
casters became subject to this kind of regulation 
with that 1927 broadcasting law. 


Rush: Nobody objected to it back then? And 
nobody has really strenuously objected since? 


Hazlett: Some people have objected, but they tended nor to be 
government regulators, who love to regulate and have some influ- 
ence — and, in fact, love to create a chilling effect. 


Rush: “Chilling effecc” is a legal term 


Hazlett: Yes, it has been used by the courts. Whenever you have 
censorship — 


Rush: — Is that what you would 
say the Fairness Doctrine is, pulling 
no punches, the attempt by the gov- 
ernment to censor? 







Hazlett: Yes, certainly. It’s an 
attempt by the government to influence the content of what goes 
out over a radio or television broadcast. And you can color it in dif 
ferent ways, and argue that it’s in the public interest to do so, but it 
always amounts to government regulation of speech — and that’s a 
dictionary definition of censorship. 


Now as to the chilling effect. When you're engaged in censorship, 
there are basically two ways to go about it. One, you can go out and 
seize a newspaper or radio station and throw people in jail. This, 
clearly, changes the marketplace: you prevent people from publish- 
ing or speaking. It’s called “prior restraint.” It's very obvious, very 
ham-handed, and nor much of that goes on in democracies; partic- 
ularly in the United States, where we have a First Amendment, But 
a more subtle — and even more effective — way to regulate the 
press is to have implicit threats always in the background. Experts 
in the field call it “regulation by raised eyebrow.” 
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This is how it works. Come license renewal time, the regulators — 
Commissioners at the FCC, for example — won't explicitly say 
what you've done wrong, but they'll let you know by their actions 
that they don’t like what you've done. They'll request extra infor- 
mation or findings. They'll schedule you for hearings. Your lawyers 
will hear from staff members that there “may be a problem” with 
your application. This way it’s very hard to pin charges of censor- 
ship on them, Still, to avoid the never-never land of litigation, 
where you may in fact end up losing a license, you simply avoid 
controversial speech altogether over your radio or TV station. 


Rush: A couple of callers have said, “But Rush, your program 

is so heavily supported by advertisers, wouldn't stations be con- 
cerned with losing all that revenue if your show were altered or if 
they had to take it off the air altogether?” My answer was that 
stations are going to have to weigh the cost of litigation yersus the 
revenue generated by the radio program, and make a choice. Based 
on study you've undertaken, what's the likely scenario, say, if a 
hallenged because the Limbaugh show tilts 
a broadcast day in one particular direction, and is therefore unfair? 





radio station's license 





Hazlett: The law is extremely vague. I just quoted you the exact 
wording of the Fairness Doctrine. Yet we still really have very little 
idea of what the Commission will do in any individual Fairness 
Doctrine dispute, The history of how the Fairness Doctrine has 
been handled under both Republicans and Democrats has been 
capricious. Various Commissions have gone all over the place. The 
Reagan FCC, for example, abolished the Fairness Doctrine. They 
compiled a voluminous factual record, and concluded the record 
showed a lousy idea. Other administrations have pursued it vigor- 
ously, and thought it was a great rule. So you see a lot of arbitrary 
judgment, political judgment, entering into it. 


Rush: There is evidence that both Republican and Democratic 
administrations have used the Fairness 
Doctrine to harass broadcasters. The 
Kennedy Administration did it to harass - 
right-wingers, Nixon did it to harass eoaU | 
those he thought were his enemies. So given 
that history, why are people so adamant in 
denying what may in fact be the purpose of 
the Doctrine itself? 


Hazlett: The nexus of control seems to have 

shifted since the Nixon years to Congress. Congress does have 
tremendous ability to influence FCC policy, and, therefore, licens- 
ing decisions. Within Congress, of course, there is a straightforward 
interest in furthering the ability of those committees to have an 
influence on what is said on the various public issues of the day. 


But the majority of academics who have looked at this have been 
very hesitant to endorse the Fairness Doctrine — even though there 
may be an ideological presumption that government regulation is 
good. Here there is such a sorry record of censorship and chilling 
effect that it has indeed proven itself bad policy. 


Rush: Has the political correctness movement gotten such strength 
that among people who support the Fairness Doctrine there is actu- 
ally a desire to censor speech with which they simply disagree? 


Hazlett: No question. There are many groups on the left that like 
the fact government can regulate speech. Very sadly, the ACLU has 
been historically among them; they've favored government regula- 
tion of the electronic press through licensing ever since the 1920s. 


On the other side, however, you have the same thing. A lor of con- 
servative groups have come out in favor of the Doctrine, including 
the National Rifle Association and Accuracy in Media. Leaders of 


Hazlett: Yes. It’s government attempting 


nce the content of a radio 
or television broadcast. That's 
government regulation of speech 
a dictionary of censorship 





these groups like the fact chat they can file Fairness 
Doctrine challenges and show their members 
they're doing something about the press. 


But I think your success shows that the way to 
address perceived inequities in the press is to 
go out there and state your own opinion, 
not to try to cut down other people's 
speech, and take somebody else off the air. 





Rush: Granted, buc that’s happening. In 
fact the evidence is that there's a genuine war out 
there. This is something I've just recently come to as 
I look ar all the things being aimed ac me, from this A 
Fairness Doctrine to the Snapple conspiracy, all of 
it. There’s not a tolerance for me to exist. And now 
there are attempts by people to impugn my char- 
acter. And I’ve wondered why. I've concluded 
it’s the only way they can respond to me. They 
can’t refute what I say, or rebut me on the 
merits of the issues. So the Fairness 
Doctrine would enable people who do not 
have an intellectually substantive argu- 
ment to nevertheless have power over 
something they simply oppose. 













Hazlett: That's absolutely correct. 
And as you mentioned in a previous 
question, people may assume your 
advertisers and your audiences are so strongly 
behind you thar this type of regulation can’t have 
any effect. Well, it’s not going to immediately 
yank Limbaugh off the air. The beauty of the 
Fairness Doctrine from the regulators’ perspec 
tive is that ir can 
chill speech and 
leave no fingerprints. A 
Fairness Doctrine can 
give groups all over if 
the country who are 
opposed to you the abil- 
ity t0, in essence, 
threaten your radio station affili- 
ates. They can tie those who broadcast your pro- 
gram up in court, make them spend a lot of 
money on lawyers, and put them at risk of losing 


their licenses, which is very dangerous. This & 








will make those who carry your show think 
twice about it. 


Rush: The Fairness Doctrine has passed the Senare, 


and it’s now pending in the House. Do you see any way 
that it could be stopped? Is there any way co stop this 
thing, or will ir have to be defeated in court? 


Hazlett: I don’t see any way to stop it Of course, if people get 
upset enough about this, and it becomes a public issue, ir may be 
more difficult for Congress to act, I can’t predict polities. But the 
Fairness Doctrine has never been a public issue before. It has always 
been very quiet, behind the scenes, and something many assumed 
was a good government measure but nobody really examined. 
Those who did know all about it — the broadcasters — have been 
afraid to complain. They have licenses at stake! If people finally rake 
a look ar it, they should become enraged. 





Rush: We've been rescarching this, and we have a memo from one 
of the bill’s sponsors, Bill Hefner, Democrat from North Carolina. 





He wnites that the Doctrine is “urgently needed” because Congress 
has been “bombarded with calls and letters that are prompted by 
TV and radio ralk shows that often give totally false and misleading 
information or even” — oh no! — “make inflammatory and 
derogatory remarks about public officials.” I’m not able to look at 
this in an academic way any more because it appears to be aimed at 
me. Whar response do you have as an American citizen? 





Hazlett: It’s an offense to the First Amendment of the United 
States Constitution that the federal government can regulate the 
speech of people who communicate 
electronically, There is no difference 
between a radio show and a newspaper 
other than the means of transmission, 
and that technical difference has no dif- 
ference of substance. The First Amend 
ment of the Bill of Rights, written over 
200 years ago, is a brilliant idea, allow- 
ing a society in which the government 
ts not the master of the press. Quire the 
reverse. The press sustains a free flow of 
ideas, which the people use to exercise 
their judgements over the government 
through the democratic pracess. Yet 
here we have this spectacle where 
Congress can literally lecture the licensees of radio and television 
broadcasting — and they are licensees; they've been licensed just as 
the medieval press was licensed in Fngland — telling them what 
they consider to be “fair.” I think that’s a very dangerous way to go 
about your business in a democracy. 


Rush: Tom Foley was recently a guest on a radio talk show in 
Spokane, and C-SPAN televised it. When a question about my 
show came up, Foley replied — and this is near verbatim — “Rush 
Limbaugh's speech is protected by the Constitution, / suppose. But I 
am troubled by the fact that only one side of the issue is presented 
there.” Now what business is it of the Speaker of the House what 
I'm saying on my radio show? 

T want to go back to something you said earlier. Abolishing the 
Fairness Doctrine was done without the consent or participation of 
Congress, was it not? So is some of what's going on now the result 
of Congressional anger at the deregulation days of Reagan? They 
want to get back into the control loop, They're not just trying to 
regulate this; they're also trying to determine what violence can be 
shown and not shown in television programs. 


Hazlett: Broadcasters were lectured very sternly by Congress after 
the Fairness Doctrine was abolished by the Reagan FCC. “Look,” 
said Congress in essence, “if you really want to assert your free 
speech rights, you're going to have to pay for that.” There’s always 
been this very unfortunate sort of quid pro quo, with the broadcast- 
ers given licenses to use the airwaves in exchange for submitting to 
certain forms of government regulation. [ think a much sounder 
kind of marketplace is the newspaper market. Newspapers have no 
licensing, They are essentially unregulated. They don’t have to give 
“equal time” or “right of reply” to political candidates, or bend to a 
Fairness Doctrine. It’s a much safer world when you have more 
competition and less regulation. Ironically, a lot of the controversy, 
you notice, is occurring now in the radio marker, which has literally 
dozens of competing stations in each major marker, and is highly 
competitive . People are getting more choice. Apparently, this is 
what's angering regulators 


Rush: Bur that's just it. Hasn't deregulation led to more talk sta~ 
tions, more talk shows, and the opportunity for the greater expres- 


“The Fairness Doctrine 
would enable people without 
an intellectually substantive 

argument to nevertheless 
have power over something 
they simply oppose.” 


sion of viewpoint, than the Fairness Doctrine will ever create? 


Hazlett: Yes. Ir has done precisely what the Fairness Doctrine said 
it was going to do. It has created an opportunity for diverse opin- 
tons, more public affairs programming, more information. We can 
watch on cable or listen on radio today to many more viewpoints 
than were ever the case under the high, holy days of government 
regulation. There's your smoking gun. 


Rush: [ have read this piece of legislation; the bill is called “The 
Fairness in Broadcasting Act of 1993.” 
Ic says: “Despite technological 
advances, the electromagnetic spectrum 
remains a scarce and valuable public 
resource.” Is there any counter to this 
“scarcity of the airwaves” argument? 














Hazlett: Well of course it's scarce — 
when they refuse to give out licenses! 
The fact is, there's tremendous new 
opportunity. The FCC's own studies 
find that there could be vastly more 
competition in all forms of communi- 
cation, in broadcasting, in cellular tele- 
phones, in microwave television — 


Rush: — Wireless cable. 


Hazlett: Exactly. And there's a new technology. It’s up at what's 
called 28 Gigahertz, which was supposed to be worthless spectrum 
nobody could do anything with. Now it has been shown it can 
deliver not only TV signals on very clear quality channels, but 
mobile telephone calls on a cellular basis. The FCC, of course, 
hasn't given out licenses for that spectrum — it'll be years before 
they get around to it So yes, it’s very scarce if you don’t give out 
the licenses, 


Rush: What about TV? Is the Fairness Doctrine as eagerly applied 
to people like Dan Rather? 


Hazlett: Those kinds of broad network television markets, inter- 
estingly enough, have never been home ro much controversy. 
Because broadcasters don’t want to offend advertisers or any signifi- 
cant portion of the mass marker. 


Rush: Amen. 


Hazlett: So there is a chilling effect just because they've been so 
parsimonious in issuing so few licenses. | might add, however, since 
you brought up his name, that Dan Rather himself has been highly 
critical of the “chilling effect” of the Fairness Doctrine. The only 
real controversy on television is when you shift over to cable; you 
get some oddball views on C-SPAN and CNBC and CNN now, 
which I think is grear 


Rush: Well, that’s the point. You've got more points of view out 
there than ever before, There is no need for this doctrine whatsoev- 
er anywhere, 


Hazlett: There certainly is a need, Rush. If you're sitting in 
Congress, getting bashed by this kind of free speech, you'll figure 


oura need. 


Rush: And there you haye it in a nutshell. 





That, my friends, is the definitive analysts of the Fairness Doctrine, 
Remember, though the entire point of the legislation is to stifle debate, 
were coming at them by land, by sea, by sky, by air-dropped food pallet 
if necessary, We are not going away. 


————————————————— 
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A sampling of my genius, to be widely quoted and disseminated 





Homeless Bees 


From Harrisburg, Pennsylvania comes a news story about death, destruc- 
tion, greed, massive homelessness, and the essence of life: “A violent storm 
that wrecked an old oak tree that housed a huge colony of bees left 10,000 
dead, another 40,000 homeless.” The bees had lived there since 1985, 
manufacturing over a hundred pounds of honey. Like many who prospered 
from hard work in eighties, it’s their turn to suffer. Fortunately, pvo home- 
less advocates showed up to help. Fred Gerber and Eugene Fleming, bee 
hobbyists, moved the homeless bees to a beekeeper’s box. Ac first, the bees 
wanted to stay independent Like many who find themselves homeless due 
to tragedy, their first impulse was to rebuild. But once the nest was 
exposed, bees from other hives who did not prosper in the eighties moved 
in to steal honey from those who did. (The local buzz is that the Queen of 
the rogue bees called the theft of honey “contributions from those who 
benefited most in the eighties; it’s their fair share.”) Loggers were called in 
to remove the tree that housed the prosperous bees. The once-proud bees 
gave up They relinquished their entre- 
preneurial spirit. They took the hand- 
out. Homeless bee advocate Fleming, 























was delighted. “All life ts 
dependent on bees,” 
he said. “When 
we kill all the 
bees, we kill our- 
selves.” He may have 
a point. Those 
dependent bees 
may tell us more 
about life in 
the Clinton 
nineties than 
we'd like to 
think. 


wien 





Streep Stories 


There's an old saying, folks: 
What goes around, comes around. 
And here's proof. In 1989 the 
Natural Resources Defense Coun- 
cil, an environmental wacko group, 
charged that apples treated with 
Alar posed a huge cancer risk to 
children, Testifying before a Con- 
gressional subcommittee as head of 
Mothers and Others for Pesticide 
Limits, Meryl Streep joined in the 
hysteria against Alar, though her 
only credentials were that she was a 
Hollywood actress. Said Streep at 
the time: “What's a mother to do? I 
think what we do nor know about 
this issue is the most alarming.” 
Apple growers in the Northwest lost 
over $100 million before the gov- 


ernment declared that apples treat- 
ed with Alar were indeed safe for 
children and everyone else. The 
Alar scare was a hoax. Now Meryl 
Streep is starring in a movie, with 
some scenes scheduled to be shor at 
the Rogue River in Oregon. But the 
Oregon Natural Resource Council 
has challenged the permits to 
Meryl's movie. They say camera 
scaffolds and brush removal along 
the river would violate the National 
and Scenic Rivers Act. Although 
Meryl Streep’s movie would stimu- 
late the local economy to the tune 
of five million dollars, the environ- 
mental wackos want her economic 
activity stopped, So Meryl, a simple 
question: How do ya like them 
apples — Ammm? 
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Take a Ride with Rodney 


Before Rodney King was arrested recently for drank driving — his 
fourth run-in with the law since the infamous videotape — Ben Chavis, 
president of the NAALCP, praised Rodney as “a living civil nights symbol.” 
Chavis invited King to participate in a membership drive for the 30th 
Anniversary of Dr. Martin Luther King’s March on Washington. Unfor- 
tunately, Rodney couldn't make it, as he was a guest of a rehab center. Bur 
Rodney King could singlehandedly make the NAALCP’s next event prof 
table and even fun, if they show a little entrepreneurial ingenuity. First, we 
moye the Clinton jogging track from the White House grounds and encir- 
cle the Washington Monument. Then we put up a banner: “Take a Ride 
With Rodney! A Dollar a Spin.” Next to the Rodney ‘Track we set up an 
Insurance booth, for those who don t trust the driver. Here's how it works, 
Adventure lovers get in the car with Rodney and go for a ride. There will be 
police on hand, but no matrer what happens, they will NOT make an 
arrest. If you're lucky enough to complete the trip, you can purchase a T- 
shire that reads: “I Rode With Rodney... and Walked Away!” A fun after- 
noon for all... Ride with Rodney, the new living civil rights symbol. 
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Presidential Snub 


A tradition begun by the President who gave us the New Deal was ended 
recently by the President now giving us the Raw Deal. In one of his week. 
end radio addresses, President Clinton said: “Every one of us needs to speak 
up and provide better role models for our young people before we lose 
them to the meanness of the streets.” Yet the same week he said this, the 
President refused to speak up and provide a better role model at the 
National Boy Scout Jamboree, held every four years. Since FDR, every 
President has taken time to attend, or has sent a Presidential stand-in, 

Clinton couldn't attend because of “scheduling problems”; then the 
appointed stand-in, Bruce Babbit, abruptly canceled at the last minute. 
The truth is, the Boy Scouts are politically incorrect because of their ban on 
homosexual troop leaders... and the White House apparently concluded 
that a Presidential appearance would further anger homosexual groups 
upset over the gays-in-the-military compromise. 

So while the President talks about role models, he insults the Boy Scouts, 
whose bylaws call for old-fashioned values like courtesy, trustworthiness, 
reverence, loyalty and being of good cheer. To those of you Scouts who 
were disappointed by the way you were treated but too polite to say so. 
file this lesson under Trustworthiness: Never, ever, ever trust a draft dodger 





Ape Rights 

Australian philosopher Peter Singer, a guru of the animal rights 
movement, and Paola Cavalieri of Italy, are co-editors of The 
Great Ape Project: Equality Beyond Humanity which will hic 
bookstores this winter. The book is a collection of essays written 
by scientists, lawyers and other philosophers, who all believe that 
mankind and ape-kind are one of a kind, and apes deserve the same 
rights as humans. 

In a recent interview Singer said: “The great apes are intelligent 
mammals with emotional and social lives... In many ways they 
are like us,” The two editors argue that apes should be a part of a 
“moral community of equals” with humans. 

They are pressing for the United Nations to adopt a declaration 
that would protect the apes of the world, as well as orangutangs and 
chimpanzees, not allowing them to be captured for zoos and so forth, 

I say, if the apes and chimps want to be equals, let them run for 
Congress... a moral community of equals in need of help. 


Safe Schools 


Have you heard that asbestos delayed the 
opening of New York City schools? A few 
years back, at a cost of many millions of dol- 
lars, che Democrats who run this town hired 
Crews to rid the schools of asbestos, But, in yp- 
ical New York fashion, the city gor nipped off 
A recent investigation found the asbestos was still 
there, Panic ensued... forcing city schools to delay 
their opening. Kids that should have been learning to 
read and write, were not able to learn to read and write., 
which was no big deal, since they weren't learning to read and 
write anyway. But — and this is important — kids weren't get- 
ting their free condoms, They couldn't learn that Heather has 
‘Two Mommies, or about Daddy's Roommate. 
they weren't being taught their lessons in oral 
and anal sex. In liberal New York, this is a true 
crisis! Though I'm afraid it wasn't followed, here 
was my suggestion. Cover those ceilings with 
condoms... itll protect the kids from asbestos 
exposure while providing a true stress test for 
the condoms. This is not a stretch, folks... it 
would have been a workable solution. 















Mrs. Presidential Snub 


Recently Mrs. Clinton upset members of the National Medical 
Association, the country's largest black physicians’ group, when she deliy- 
ered a speech to their convention... by telephone. Dr. Leonard Lawrence, 
president of the group, said they were disappointed by the First Lady's 
decision not to appear at the Association's 98th annual convention in 
person. He added that Mrs. Clinton spoke mostly about her idens for 
affordable care, but she didn’t say anything the doctors hadn't heard 
before. Funny, the First Lady shows up at other conventions 

During the same week, Mrs. Bill Clinton addressed the American 
Hospital Association — this time in Person. She urged the group to help 
her convince the public that everybody will be better off if employers are 
mandated to provide health coverage. No mention, of course, of the effect 
on business. Mrs. Clinton also promised to relax anti-trust laws for hospi- 
tals and other health providers in an effort to restore “compassion and 
caring in our society.” 

The last time the Clintons went on a moral binge, attacking the 
pharmaceutical companies, that industry lost about 100 million dollars... 
though I don't think Mrs. Clinton lost anything when her health industry 
stocks were sold shore. Better keep a sharp eye on stock prices. 


A Rush Tutorial 


The President recently lost 
his cool when confronted by a 
concerned citizen who asked 
him, “Can you name one country 
that has taxed itself into pros- 
perity?” An angry Clinton shor 
back, “Name one country that 
borrowed and spent its way into 
Prosperity.” Folks, always be 
prepared for the follow-up. 
Answer: “The United States, 
1982, under Ronald Reagan 
The United States, 1963, 
under John F. Kennedy. 

‘Two Dittoheads,” That oughta 
get him. IF he brings up the 
deficit, reply; “TEFRA promised 
$3 in spending cuts for every 

$1 in taxes. Mr, President, we 
are still waiting for the Demo- 
cratic-controlled Congress to 
deliver on the spending cuts. 
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STUPID QUOTES OF THE MONTH 


“Whar cock-up? Every day we have operations of this type.” 
— U.N. CHIEF Bourros BOUTROS-GHAL, WHEN ASKED TO EXPLAIN 
BUNGLED MILITARY MISSION IN SOMALIA, IN WHICH U.S, SOLDIERS 
UNDER U.N. COMMAND CAPTURED U.N. FMELOUECS) REUTERS 
Just as 1, Rush Rush-Limbaugh, have been saying: We sla have 
more operations of this type. Capture the U.N.! 


“There needs to be a lor of nation-building in Somalia from the 
ground up, a lot of institution-building. 
— Bit CUNTON, AP , 
Why do you think we can do nation-building m Sorel 
when we can't even build a community in the South Bronx, 
or in South Central LA? 


ity in thi here 
+) ave got to create a sense of community in this country wi 
a Seared to take responsibility for each other, nor just Bs 
inc the finger at each other and tell cach other what we ougl 
a do but to offer a helping hand. 
— BILL CLINTON, SPEAKING TO YOUNG PEOPLE WHO STENT THE 
SUMMER ON PUBLIC SERVICE as hee 
»rong Bill. We all need to take responsibility for ourselves. 
vile is fatigued enough being responsible for see fe 
Whenever someone from Washington talks about offering a helping 
hand, folks, hold on to your wallets. eo 
i , like politicians, are suckers for the whining of small 
fee The income tax is levied on a busin res 
net profits. Whether the tax is one rate or another has no ¢! z a 
the question of how best to maximize those profits: he ucts 
produce, what prices to charge, how many people to hire, et 
— MICHAEL Kinstey, THE New RePuniic , 
The tax rate has no effect on production? Pricing? Hiring? Good grief! 


4 i imum wage at $4.50 an hour isa minimum pre- 
ae ae the eal of lifting families of four with full- 
<“ time workers out of poverty. 

— Lanor SECRETARY ROBERT B. REICH, MEMO TO BILL CLINTON . 
Well gee, why don't we raise the minrmum wage to $10 an bees the 
In fact, why stop there? Let's establish the minimum wage at $50 an 
hour and make everyone rich, Bob baby. 


“J cannot save every undercapitalized business in America, 
-— HILLARY CLINTON, WHEN ASKED ABOUT THE IMPACT HEALTH 


AV SSES, QUOTED 
| __ CARE MANDATES WILL HAVE ON SMALLER BUSINESSES, Q\ 


ay Faverrevitie (GA) Crrien 





Just who does she think she is, saying she “cannot save” business? We 
! Saute even be talkin, -about having to save businesses were it not for 


her ridiculous schemes. I think, with Churchill, she needs more naps. 
a eh eh = r 


lee 








eee ie “Whoa, mama, stay up!” 
_ BILL CLINTON, ON VACATION, SPEAKING TO HIS GOLF WALL, s 
— quarren In THE New York Times ee 






(si . 


Hmmm. 
“When id that cwo-thirds of cable subscribers would 
4 ee. . never imagined that the rest would 
qe af \y get an increase.” 
Rep Epwarp J. Markey (D, MA), ‘ 
AA QUOTED IN Tne Los ANGELES TiMES a 
hat a shock. 800 ages of new government regulations — 7 
. bie Crate rey 
“These are not mere weeds, objects of aggravation; these are rermi- 
Ter Bae symbols of democracy’s greatest threat. i 
— SYNDICATED COLUMNIST JUDY CLABES, IN RESPONSE TO “DON'T 
Biae ME, [ Vi For BUSH” BUMPER STICKERS . 





Whoa, mama —1 thought talk radio was democracy’ greatest threat 





Gag Rule 7 
I ra to shine the light of truth on a dirty little secret of Cone how 
“bothersome” legislation on issues like cerm limits, a balance: ue Rs 
amendment, or the line-item yeto has been kept from oy serine a 
House floor. These are ideas Americans ovens Re ue 
Democrat-controlled Congress does fet ea ae we 
der for a bill — on, say, term limits — ted, 2 c ; 
aus must sign what's called a ees Pe agement ou 
ve always been kept secret ich means C ssman : 
ee all ees limits (unless he was Tom Foley; phen a 
Bur when a term limits bill would go nowhere in Congress, co 8 aa 
A could tell his conse meine eae ee cg 
¢ hadn't signed the discharge petition. 
Zi oa ee Inhofe (R, OK) has gotten 218 signatures a ao 
extraordinary arm-twisting from House leadership cen pur gnienes Ss 
this secret process. This new sunshine could bring about a ref penis 
the House of Represenrarives. Bur stay tuned; sunshine way i 
come in the most corrupt instituion in American government. 


ALRIGHT! ALRIGHT! JUST ONCE 
MORE AND THIS TIME PAY 
ATTENTION! 
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Stupid Dolphin Tricks 
Recently, in a tragedy of epic pro- 
portions, a dolphins died after wash- 

ing up on a western Mexican beach. 
Scientists say they “either became dis~ 
oriented or else swam into dangerous- 
ly shallow waters while chasing fish to 
cat.” I can just see the cover of a fu- 
ture edition of Time magazine: 
“Smartest Creatures on Earth Perish: 
Ronald Reagan to Blame.” Why nor 
Here you have the dolphin, whose 
intellect is, according to animal : 
rights wackos, superior to man, swim- 
ae near California, where Ronald 
Reagan lives. And how did they 
assume sea temperature? Greed. They 
died in a feeding feast. And where 
did greed come from, according to 
liberals? From Ronald Reagan in the 
cighties. I think ir’s a perfect cover 
story for Time, especially in this, the 
Clinton Nineties, the Decade of 


1-800-457-4141 
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The Way Things Ought to Be* 
Books in print 


1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 


Sep ‘92 


Nov ’92 1,000,000 
Jan ‘93 1,500,000 
Mar ‘93 2. 
May ’93 2,400,000 
Jun '93 2, 


32 printings 


* Both paperback 
and hardcover on the 
New York Times 


Bestseller List 











Audience Stations 


260,000 
775,000 
1,140,000 
1,665,000 
3,052,700 
17,947,700 
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500 
622 


Y FRIENDS, THIS HAS BEEN A MOMENTOUS YEAR for mc. | am 

immensely proud of my achievements, which have given rise to 
U.S. News & World Report calling me “A One-Man Media Empire.” And 
so I am, as you can see from the above graphs. Some might criticize me 


LIMBAUGH 


TV Audience 


Nielsen ratings 


Sep ‘92 
Nov ‘92 
Jan ‘93 
Mar ‘93 
May ‘93 
Jun ‘93 


ae 
3.3 
3.1 
4) 
3.6 
3.8 





The Limbaugh Letter 


Subscribers 
Oct ‘92 © 43,285 
Dec ‘92 123,010 
Feb ’93 183,449 
Apr ‘93 245,999 
Jun ‘93 301,126 
Oct ‘93 353,452 


for cataloguing my own triumphs. Bur if I don’t, who will? Besides, I truly 
believe, my friends, that my success is due to all of you in my audience — 
who | will never take for granted. A profound thank you from the bottom 


of my heart. We are winning. 








PRESS COVERAGE 


As most of you know, the issue of U.S. News & 
World Report with my picture on the cover flew out 
of the newsstands. Callers inundared my show with 
complaints that they could nor find the magazine 
anywhere. U.S, News even set up a special toll-free 
number so frustrated readers could purchase re- 
prines of the article about me. Copies are still avail- 
able, at $2.95 each for under four copies, Copy five 
and any additional copies are $1 each. Call 1-800- 
824-7200. National Review Circulation Director 


Ginny Bauer reports “an unprecedented 
demand” for the “Leader of the Opposition” 
cover story about me. The push started the day 
after printing, when I mentioned the issue on 
the air. Thirty minutes later, people were calling 
National Review requesting copies, The magazine 
has gone back to press for reprints. Readers 
can obtain copies by sending $2.95 to National 
Review, 150 E. 35th St., New York, NY 10016, 
*while supplies last. 


CORRECTION 

For all of you who have pointed out to me the egregious error in the September issue, | want to issue a correction: On page 8 
I referenced my trip to Israel, traveling the “Via de la Rosa.” Ir is, of course, the Via Dolorosa, the Way of Tears. | suspended my 
editor for an hour, during which time she assures me she went to Confession. 


NATIONAL 
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“Dittos, Rush” 










From across the fruited plain 


While sightsecing in Washington, D.C. we 
were fantasizing about how much better things 
would be if Bill and Madam Clinton would 
become students of the Limbaugh Institute. 
When we spotted the cardboard cutout in front 
of the White House, we knew we 
had co send you this souvenir from 
our trip. Of course we always have 
The Limbaugh Letter at hand. 

— Bos AND SUE KOENINGER, 
FAIRFIELD, OH 
Thanks for thinking of me, folks. 
He would have looked even better 
if my newsletter had covered his stu- 


pid, boring tie. 


My husband has listened co you 
for years. Every day he went on about Clinton's 
proposed tax increase, the difference between 
conservatives and liberals, and my personal 
favorite, what Rush said. Our morning coffee 
was as much fun as waxing the driveway. When 
he had you on I left the room or asked him to 
turn it off. My opinion of you was simple. You 
were egoustical, arrogant and offensive 

Then the tax tncrease was passed. | called our 
accountant to see what it was going to cost. | 
went ballistic! We were being punished for 
being successful and responsible. Suddenly what 
you said made sense. With no gun to my head 
1 began to read your book, and soon I was salur- 
ing the Hag and singing the national anthem 
By the ume I reached the part about your dad | 
realized you are honorable, decent and represent 
everything a man should represent, You have 
converted a middle-aged, fashionably Jewish 
Beverly Hills housewife, IF you can get to me, 
you can get to anyone. By the way, you have our 
permission to marry our daughter... you are the 
epitome of what every mother wants for her 
daughter.— Parr BRESLOW, BEVERLY HiLts, CA 
Well, well! Glad you have the courage to believe 
the truth. Lam also gratified to have passed one of 
the most stringent measures in the world: the 
Jewish mother-in-law test. 


bed 


My husband and I have a small business; 
we clean offices. I found an old copy of The 
Limbaugh Letter someone had read and 
tossed, I decided to keep it, coffee stain and all, 
1 got as far as your interview with Bob Dole and 
had to write. My husband and I are Democrats. 
Our families have always been Democrats. We 
just purchased our first home and will re-regis- 
ter in our new district. We won't register as 
Democrats, We're in our carly thirties and have 








scen enough. Dole said small business won't hire 
now and he's right. Who can afford it with the 
taxes? Who knows what health care will be? We 
have a $1000 deductible ourselves. There's no 
way I can pay for an employee's if I can’t even 
afford my own. They say this tax 
plan will only affect the nich, But 
when Clinton's bill passed we lost a 
big account. They said it was an eco- 
nomic decision. All my adult life I 
have heard about trickle-down, I 
guess thac’s what this is. Tax the nch 
and they trickle their cuts down. 

— ROBIN SORENSEN, EuREKA, CA 
Happy to see that my newsletter ts _ 
being profitably recycled. 


bed 


L was in the dentist's chair when my dentist 
said, “I hate people like Rush Limbaugh.” Even 
though he had total control over the level of 
pain I was about to endure, [ was compelled to 
say, “I love Rush Limbaugh! Now don’t hurt 
me!” We proceeded to have a lively conversation 
about your program. The only way this cotally 
hberal dentist managed to 
get the edge was to give me 
enough Noyocaine and 





award-winning radto program on shart wave: 
15.420 megahertz. 


bed 


Thayen't heard your radio programs, but 
have read qwo of your newsletters, passed on 
to me by a friend. While I detect that you are 
a bit of an egotist, and I don't always agree 
with you, my eyes feast on the refreshing truths 
you regularly dish up. Do I also perceive thar 
you believe there are absolutes, right and 
wrong? What a change from the predictable 
and boring lies regularly put out by the media 
and the political realm. The point of this 
letter is to subscribe to your newsletter; my 
check is enclosed. Who knows, maybe it will 
even change my husband's thinking. 

— Linpa HENpRIcKsON, HousToN, TX 

You are quite right. Number 22 of “The 35 
Undeniable Truths of Life” as enumerated by me: 
Morality is not defined by individual choice. 
Glad you've joined us welcome, Linda. And by the 
way, if is not egotism you detect; it is confidence. 


Heh heh heh 


I'm so sick of the liberals calk- 


1 was thrilled to receive ing about “the rich paying th 
xi hi ¢ up. 7 ig about “the rich paying their 
ay Se eRTBIERY this from former Steelers’ fair share.” What they mean is 
Coach Chuck Noll, whose “che job producers paying their 
PI paying, 


Way to go, Claudia. By the way: 
isn't the nitrous great? 


bed 


Tama subscriber to your 
newsletter and an enthusiast 
of both your T'V and radio 
shows, | am currently going 
through painful withdrawal 
symptoms as it has been 21 
days since I was last blessed 
with your teachings. I'm 
enlisted in the U.S. Air 
Force and am currently 
deployed to Mogadishu, 
Somalia. Would it be 
possible to get a few video 
or audio tapes? I'm willing 





name I had used for years to penalty." The most important 
wu 


os thing you've done for America is 
to define the enemy. The liber- 
als’ hysteria and personal attacks 
prove they know they have a 
bulls-eye on their backs. I've 
sensed for a long time that 
something was wrong with the 
direction of the country, bur I 
couldn't quite put my finger on 
what it was. Then you came 
along and defined the enemy as 
liberalism. By pointing out their 
agenda, you have removed the 
camouHlage they've used for 
decades. No one can fight an 
enemy who can't be seen or 
defined. Now we have a target, 


to have a Mogadishu bake “ane See tae . and we will win. 

sale to defray costs, That the name Rush when _ — BRUCK IN 
would go over big here since I check Into a hotel? | CANANDAIGUA, NY 
our MREs (Meals Ready - Best wishes, Chuck Noll” (lad co see you so fired up, 


to Eat) are older than myself. 
— Roperr Pucci, 463 TALCE 
DerLoyeb, APO AE 09873 
Hey Robert, 1 love the way you guys are capturing 
United Nations people over there. Brilliant, Lets 
see more of it. Don't forget, you can pick up my 


Bruce, But I detect some anger 
here. Always remember: To defeat liberalism, we 
must be persuasive, not bitter and hostile. So be af 


good cheer. then cream ‘em. 


bx 
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JOURNALISTS 
ARE NOT EMPLOYED BY PRAVDA 
Their families are not being held hostage 











They're under no threat to report the party line 





Yet they do 





My friends, there is a new dance named “The Hillary,” where the woman 
leads, dipping her parmer. Now that 1s fine and dandy. . a bit of, shall we 
say, cultural whimsy. But the wicritical journalistic accounts of this phe- 
nomenon — complete with glowing descriptions of Hillary as a “role 
model" — are worthy of analysis. Which I hereby provide. 


Facts Are “Lies,” Ligs Are “FACTS” 


ID YOU EVER WONDER what “respected journalists” in the Soviet 

Union — i.e., propagandists — were doing when the Commu- 
nists rewrote history every year? Think about Phil Donahue's friend 
Vladimir Pozner, for example. One day he's sent out to sing the praises 
of Yuri Andropov, or this wonderful government plan or that Soviet 
policy, The next day, it rurns out the message was a total lie — which 
he probably knew from the beginning. But he simply articulates the 
new policy, without any acknowledgement whatsoever that what he 
was saying only yesterday was flac out untrue. 

What made these people toe the party line? In the Soviet Union, I 
had always assumed, it was a gun. It was loved ones held hostage. “You 
want to see your family again, Comrade Boris?” “Yes.” “Then you'll go 
out and say what we tell you, with pride and happiness, for the good of 
the state.” | understood it to be fear: fear of the gun, fear of incarcera- 
ar of reprisals on family members 
How else could they spew the lies, the revisions of history, the illogic? 

But, chilling as it seems, I think we're watching the same thing hap- 
pen right here. Facts are “lies” now. And lies are “facts.” Truths are 
being distorted. And distortions are being treated as truths. 

The prosperous Reagan years? They were a failure, The press will tell 
you this. Bill Clinton says it, and the press will echo it. The deficit? It's 
the fault of Republicans, The President says it, and the press will con- 
firm it. Guess who was blamed in a recent edition of the New York 
Times when housing starts slowed? Ronald Reagan. Because 100 much 
construction occurred under Reagan, according to the paper. We have a 
glut of buildings because Reagan created a phony prosperity guided by 
incorrectly applied tax relief. The economic problems of today are not 
the fault of people who've been running things for the five years since 
Reagan, I's Reagan's fault. Bill Clinton says it, and the press certifies it 

Bill Clinton says the markets are enthused over his policies, and 
much of the press simply repeats his assertion. The fact is, the markets 
are nor enthused over Bill Clinton's policies and in fact are somewhat 
frightened. Some in the business press report that, but not the Wash- 
ington press corps, not the White House reporters you see on televi- 
sion. For them, whatever the President says, is 

What about the “triumph” of Clinton in Tokyo? The White House 
pur on a public relations show, and the press declared ita rousing suc- 
cess. It might have been, but all we know is that Clinton showed up 








tion, fear of being sent to Siberia, fe 
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According to Me 


From the Limbaugh Institute for Advanced Conservative Studies 











and smiled. It would have been impossible not to look more popular 
than any of the world leaders he was with, and yet the press portrayed 
him as leading the world 

The latest is health care, According to Clinton, we're going to get 
more medical services for less cost. We've got 37 million uninsured. The 
Administration asserts it, the press repeats it. [ have seen statistics to the 
contrary, but they do not get aired. Let's say there are 37 million, 
though. How many of these uninsured individuals choose not be be 
insured? But the President says we've got a crists, we've got to fix it, and 
the press simply recites the Administration's view. 

Where is the independence? Where is the scrutiny? [ do nor think 
these journalists 





are evil, and I certainly dont think they're ignorant 
They're not employed by Pravda. Their families are not being held 
hostage. They're under no threat to report the party line. Yet they do 

Some would say it’s lazy journalism. That may be part of it. But I 
think the press and the government are part of a Washington culture 
that’s out of touch with reality, and has no idea how people in America 
really live, Remember when the President vacationed at Martha's 
Vineyard? ‘The press was full of glowing stories about how, my gosh, 
youd have thought it was the Beatles in town. Or Elvis. What did you 
expect? It's the press who lives there, the press who came to see him. He 
was having parties with the publisher of The Washington Post. Martha's 
Vineyard is the citadel of the clite, which 1s exactly who Bill Clinton's 
friends are. Don't forget the boat ride with Ted Kennedy and Jackie O 

Despite the obligatory hits, such as Time magazine running the uny 
picture of Clinton, his actual policies are greeted with a symphony of 
support. The people of the press are the idealists, and Clinton is one of 
them, They're from the same culture. Clinton is finally going to make 
real those things these people went into journalism to do — change the 
world, make ita betrer place 

So they toe the liberal Democratic Party line... under the guise of 
objectivity, If they simply admitted their slant, that would be another 
story. But they don't. “We're objective We're not liberal. We're not 
Democrats. You can't prove that we are.” 

So now I read there's a dance called “The Hillary,” and it’s treated 
with utmost seriousness and near-adoration. Hillary Clinton: the 
woman who is just discovering things she should have learned as a 
teenager, Her “politics of meaning” is dangerous, friends. We've got 
people who are attempting to rob this nation of its individuality, 
people who are attempting to do away with the distinct American 
culture chat has emerged over the course of 200 plus years 








Aes 1S NOT AN IDEA, It is not a religion, It is nor a social labo- 
ratory sandbox. It’s a nation, among the best that’s ever been. And 
its under assaule — with a bunch of willing participants in the press 

Look at how the idea of a tax cut is greeted by the press. It’s as though 
you've committed a morral sin... worse than killing somebody, “You 
want to cut taxes? How dare you say that! That's the most irresponsible 
thing v ever heard!” 

Why can't they look at the facts? Examine history to discover the 
impact of tax curs. Bur the record of the eighties has so been destroyed 
and so revised thar the distortion is now a matter of conventional wis- 
dom. When you say you're for tax increases, you sound good, And com- 
passionate. And unselfish 

Facts are now lies, lies are now facts. Disinformation 
is the business of government, my friends. The 
unding Fathers knew ic was che business of 
government 

















and the balance was to be the press. 
Absent that balance, there's me 


continued from page 1 


for the discussion of conflicting views on 
issues of public importance.” It sounds 
Plana em Clon aed 

“{All] it requires is good journalism,” 
See aU Ewe cee we amc el 
Radio World magazine. Robert Peck of the 
eR Ce Teor eee 
Pe mere eae Se et 
1920s — said the Fairness Doctrine en- 
PET eR ty ese eT eel AR Td 
A Tiree Ue aU ane er) 
Pee ee Prt et 
Pete eee eum mers 

BCU La ere 
the Doctrine “paranoid fantasy,” The 
Baltimore Sun editorializes: “Reinstitu 
the Fairness Doctrine would not threaten 
PUTA eee 
ROMO r a cro em me ira: icc 
sonable opportunity for the discussion of 
Ta ate eee Lt 
importance.’ We imagine the FCC and/or 
eR Rn em en es 
Rush Limbaugh took occasional calls from 
listeners who disagreed with him, fairness 
Bre Mau iC al 


WwW teeler sae 
esteemed Sun editorial writers. 


PONT eC enter Rone 
that I don't take calls from people who 
disagree, the record of Fairness Doctrine 
ecu ua ame ent ard 
your assertion. Let me provide a 
tom lag 
Sie ree nS 
Constitution says “Congress 
PERCU ORC Meee LOC ha titcd 
Cece ose 
CT eR eng 
Pe eS ot Brae ci 
re SUC eran 
tion. Yet Congress in its 
Se noes 
Pao ee Uns 
erates 
rhe era ee 
Cec ae 
eos eto 
Eves 
Pym Cyr 
rae Ret 
Sas 


COTE) 


Te ee eee) a a 
Pt icoom eee CAE Mom E ha 


tionate number of licenses during the 


dispropor- 


POCA er emer LB ets Ca 
Cena cese ls meen ere om nts 
PUT Cn paaC ec Get areca 


meh 


cee OR COM era 


Tete CMe oy uae Me Comey i 


aU ete Mi eC ese 
oO Mee eC eto 


SOC MCE ce nme oet a aaron) 


Pos eC oe 
SCM cose ie ent ee 


BCT 
Cera 
Penni 


The Nixon 
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intentioned goal was to provide diversity 
— multiple opinions, multiple voices, 
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It found that the unintentional con- 


sequence of the Fairness Doctrine was to 
reduce programming variety. Broadcast 
em cna ec em me CT Cat 
controversy altogether. Programming was 
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1100 TV stations. 

It is safe to say that the elimina 
tion of the Fairness Doctrine has 
ushered in a new Golden Age of 
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THE HUSH RUSH BILL 


of the 80s has had a momentous building 
effect. The tremendous growth in broadcast- 
ing, especially in radio, has been reflected in 
earnings industry-wide, 

Well now we've gor Democrats in power 
They're still furious with Reagan and his 
deregulation, so they're going to try to bring 
“fairness” back. Not that any Congressman 
will admit Rush Limbaugh 1s the impetus for 
this — though most intellectually honest 
observers will cancede the push for the 
Fairness Doctrine has been hastened by the 
rise to prominence of conservative activism 
on the radio. By conservative activism, I 
mean a more informed public thar is willing 
to call Washington and say: “Hey! I dont like 
what youre doing.” 





HESE GUYS DON’T APPRECIATE thar ac all, 

They very much dislike the indepen- 
dence of the American voter and the Ameri- 
can citizen. They resent the hell out of it in 
Congress. They wane their pay raises, and 
their exemptions from the laws everybody 
else must obey, and they want their privileges 
— all without public scrutiny. And when 
public scrutiny comes, they label it “misinfor- 
mation,” and blame me for the public's anger 
The solution? Tune our talk radio 

You won't hear the Fairness Doctrine 
debated in public, as was the budget deal 
The bills are slithering silently through 
Congressional committees, You see, my 
friends, Congress has no respect for the mar- 
ketplace. Talk radio is proving itself enor- 
mously popular, but the airwaves must be 
federally regulated “in the public interest.” 
Obviously, the public cannot be trusted to 
determine for itself what is in its interest. 

Yet the market is much more “fair” than a 
bunch of bureaucrats doling out licenses in 
Washington D.C could ever be. There are 
liberal shows our there that do well. And in 
fact, most radio stations already have a desire 
to balance the broadcast day, So most stations 
that carry my show have liberals all over the 
place anyway. But the Fairness Doctrine 
won't be satisfied with that. The real threat 
will be the challenge to the broadcaster's 
license, which can cost a lot of money. A 
broadcaster may well decide it’s not worth the 
fight. He'll get rid of whar certain people are 
complaining abour, because he can't afford 
the court challenge. 

If the Fairness Doctrine is re-enacted, 
which looks likely, this is what will happen. 
Say a radio station carries a “controversial” 
program like “The Rush Limbaugh Show.” 
Controversy,” of course, is defined by peo- 
ple who disagree with whar's said on the 
show.) When it’s time to renew the license, 
the station will find itself challenged by a spe- 
cial interest group, who will claim the station 
is airing programming which “does nor serve 


the community interest.” The 
Fairness Doctrine is so vague 
(Congress has never defined “fair- 
ness”) that anyone can challenge 
the broadcaster's license if they 
simply disagree with the content 
of a program 

Such challenges cost the broad- 
caster a lot of money. He is forced 
to then mount a defense of his 
broadcast record for the length of 
ume he has had the license. He 
has to show that those challenging 
the license are incorrect, and, in 
the process, he will no doubt have 
to make programming changes. 

So even if “The Rush Lim- 
baugh Show” is the highest-rated 
show on his station, 1n order to 
keep these people off his back, 
he'll have to go our and get two 
liberal shows. Or maybe three. 
Even three might not be enough 
A special-interest group can say: 
“But look at Limbaugh's audience. 
It's four times higher than the 
other guy's show. We need three 
more shows to reach the number 
of people Limbaugh does.” 

And the station will have to 
decide: “Is this worth the fight? 
Why don’ I just get rid of 
Limbaugh?” Whereas the Fairness 
Doctrine is supposed to promore 
openness, diversity and the discus- 
sion of a wide and divergent num- 
ber of views, it generally doesn't 
happen. Instead, those who make 
the most noise in a community, 
who can pose the biggest threat co 
a station's license, inumidate the 
broadcaster. So his answer is eco- 
nomically logical: no controversial 
programming at all. 

So broadcasters hunker down, 


. which is what is meant by “the 


chilling effect.” Stations climinare 
as much controversial program- 
ming as possible They do every- 
thing they can co not offend any- 
body in the community, so as to 
limit the challenges to the license. 

So what do you end up with? 
You get a moderator, Larry 
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Lightweight, who sits there with 
guests on “both sides” of the issue 
and asks them questions. You never 
hear what Larry Lightweight thinks 
about anything. 

The Fairness Doctrine does not 
get you fairness, It chills free 
speech. It causes there to be less 
diversity and less controversy. The 
Fairness Doctrine is today's applica- 
ton of Political Correctness to the 


= talk radio business. Those with the 


real power are simply trying to stifle 
criticism — which, the last time I 


5 looked, was protected speech 


Unless this is no longer the United 
States of America. But just to pre- 
pare you for it, many people who 
like to regulate other people's opin- 
ions — not the least of whom are 
prominent in the current 
Administration — support the 
Fairness Doctrine, because of the 
avenues it gives them. 


T HINKING, ENGAGED PEOPLE in 
radio who know history are 
going Co oppose it, but many televi- 
sion broadcasters are afraid to make 
waves, because Congress is already 
coming at them with government 
rules about depicting violence. So 
the television broadcasters say: 
“Let's not rub these guys the wrong 
way.” [Fit is left up co the usual 
protectors of free speech, Jam 
afraid, the Fairness Doctrine awill 
sneak through 

Buc things are different now. The 
public is paying attention. As much 
as Washington may resene it, the 
public will not return to the days 
before the activities of the power 
elite were scrutinized. Once the 
light of truth has been lit, you can- 
not return to darkness, 

So I'll tell you who's going ro 
oppose the Fairness Doctrine, 
and the intensity of the opposition 
is going to stun all those accus- 
tomed to business as usual in the 
corridors of power. Who will fight 
ie The people of the United States 
of America. 
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Other social media coming soon! 


